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Introduction

Due to increased scrutiny on student achievement and teacher assessment, there has been a

greater emphasis on teacher assessment at all stages of a teacher's career from pre-service teaching to

master teaching. These assessments cover basic skills, subject matter, and pedagogy, and utilize multiple -

choice, constructed-response, observations, video, and portfolios to measure what it is that teachers know

and are able to do.

While the debates over the advantages and disadvantages of each type of assessment are

numerous, they share one attribute the differential performance of minority teachers on all forms of

teacher assessments. Differential performance results when a specific population subgroup achieves a

passing rate which is significantly lower than that of the normative reference group. African Americans

do less well, in general, on all types of assessments, including constructed-response tests; this issue must

be addressed by all users of test score data and test-makers themselves (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Lam,

1995).

In the case of the portfolio assessment under study, qualitative evidence suggested that some

candidates might be using forms of English other than edited American English (including African

American Language and speech code errors). As part of the intensive training for assessors who will score

the portfolio assessment, there are multiple training activities centered around bias reduction, including

specific attention to the influence of writing style. Assessors, like all individuals, hold preferences for

specific types and qualities in candidates' writing. Without conscious attention to the demands of the

scoring rubric, it is possible for assessors to allow perceptions of a candidate's writing style to influence

their overall evaluation of the content. This further highlighted the need to examine the style and form of

the candidates' writing, to explore this potential source for the observed differential performance.

The present study is specifically concerned with the writing styles of African American test takers

on constructed-response tests, when compared with European American test takers.
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Differential Performance of Minority Test Takers

The differential performance of African American test takers is seen across all types of

constructed-response tests, including short answer, extended response, and portfolio entries, both within

the field of educational assessment and in other professional assessments. While the gap has been

decreasing over time, it is by no means closed. Differential performance may be due to factors within the

assessment itself, within the scoring design, or with live scorers of constructed-response and

performance-based assessments (Bond, 1997). The causes may also lie outside the assessment, in the

sample of test-takers, specifically in the educational opportunities provided to the test-taker in grade

school, college, and post-graduation professional development. Equity of access to resources such as test

preparation materials, release time from work to prepare, and mentoring may also play a role (Ladson-

Billings, 1998). Finally, researchers have explored interactional factors in differential performance,

including stereotype threat (Steele, 1997) and use of culturally and linguistically distinct modes of

expression in the assessment (Irvine and Fraser, 1998; Ball, 1997; Kochman, 1981).

Focus for the research study

This study employs a portfolio-entry assessment as a means to examine more closely the writing

of African American candidates specifically language choice, rhetorical style, and organization. If

significant differences are found in the writing of one candidate subgroup versus another, then further

analyses can be done to explore the relationship between writing differences and scores achieved on the

assessment.

This study uses a portfolio entry from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards

(NBPTS) Middle Childhood/Generalist (MC/Gen) certificate. Candidates submit ten components

including portfolio entries, which focus on various aspects of classroom performance, and

accomplishments outside the classroom such as working with students' families and other colleagues and

professionals. The validity of the Middle Childhood/Generalist assessment has been documented,

demonstrating the appropriateness of the assessment for identifying evidence of accomplished teaching.
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Studies have also been completed to document the value of National Board certification in recognizing

the skills of accomplished teachers, and specifically the added value that these teachers bring to the

classroom (Bond, Smith, Baker, and Hattie, 2000).

The MC/Gen certificate in particular was selected from the array of offered certificates, since it

has the greatest number of African American candidates and so provided a larger pool from which to

select responses. The specific entry Writing: Thinking through the process was selected, as it was one of

two portfolio entries that did not require a videotape excerpt of the candidate and students.We wished to

select a entry where a candidate's race would be not necessarily be immediately obvious to an assessor.

This particular entry requires a candidate to select two writing assignments/prompts to demonstrate how

she or he uses writing to develop students' thinking and writing skills for different audiences or purposes.

The candidate also is required to select two students from the class and to provide their responses to both

writing assignments/prompts. The student work is accompanied by a twelve-page written commentary in

which the candidate describes his or her teaching context, the nature of the two assignments, and how

they fit into the teacher's overall writing instruction for the year. In addition, the candidate is required to

provide an analysis of the two students' writing and reflect on the success of using both

assignments/prompts. For the purpose of this study, only the candidate's writing was analyzed and coded;

the students' responses to the two assignments/prompts were not considered.

Responses are scored holistically by currently practicing teacher peers, who have successfully

completed a rigorous four-day training. The training given to these assessors in preparation for scoring

includes emphasis on recognizing and screening out personal and societal biases. Much of the training is

devoted to understanding and practicing to apply the four-point score scale (1-4) that is used. Each of the

four points on the scale can be modified with a plus (+) or a minus () that increases or decreases the

whole number score by 0.25, so that the score scale runs 0.75, 1.0, 1.25; 1.75, 2.0, 2.25; 2.75, 3.0, 3.25;

3.75, 4.0, 4.25. The critical point on the score scale is 2.75. For candidates who are not successful, but

who choose to retake parts of the assessment, entry scores that are 2.75 or greater can be "banked" and

candidates only have to retake entries where the score is below 2.75. For the purpose of this research, the
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score scale was divided in half; low scores fall in the range of 0.75 to 2.74, and high scores in the range of

2.75 to 4.25.

In previous studies attempting to examine the sources for the differential performance of minority

candidates on this assessment, there has been no evidence of test bias within the content of the

assessment, the test directions, or the test questions (Bond, 1998).

Terminology

The terminology for describing the language used by some African Americans has changed

rapidly over the last three decades. While recognition of the differences in language between African

Americans and other English speakers dates back to the late 18th century in early writings about the

language of African slaves, the term "Ebonies" is relatively young (Smitherman, 2000). It was first coined

at a conference on language and African American children in 1973. From there, just as descriptors for

African Americans have evolved over time, so to have the descriptors for their language. Following the

writing of one eminent researcher in this area whose work spans several decades, one can observe these

shifts in terminology. Smitherman (1973), in one of her earlier published works, uses the term Black

English. In a 1997 article (Smitherman, 1997a), she charts how Black English changed to Black

Vernacular English, and then to African American English. In a later article that year (Smitherman,

1997b), the term experienced a further shift to African American Language (AAL).

In consultation with a national panel of linguists experienced in the study of African American

Language, it was agreed that the term AAL would be used for the purpose of this research. Similarly, it

was agreed that equanimity in naming would best be achieved through the use of "African American" and

"European American", rather than "Black" and "White." To indicate cultural ways of knowing, believing,

and doing that are specific to a particular racial group, we developed the terms African American Cultural

Indicators (AACI) and European American Cultural Indicators (EACI). Examples of these in a teaching

context might be the use of directives from teacher to student to achieve a desired behavior (AACI),
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versus the use of interrogatives to achieve the same behavioral goal (EACI). This difference in the form

of request made by a teacher to their students was documented in Heath (1994).

The final set of terms involves the linguistic categories into which the different language patterns

were divided. These included African American Language, Edited American English, and Speech Code

Errors. The use of Edited American English indicates emphasis on the edited nature of formal prose,

written under the constraints of the assessment directions. The term "standard American English" was

avoided, in part, because it privileged American English over other forms of English, including African

American Language. Speech Code Errors encompasses errors that are made by either users of African

American Language or Edited American English that do not conform to consistent grammatical

structures. These categories will be discussed further in the methodology section.

Literature review of relevant African American Language features

The existence of AAL as an oral language is well documented (Baugh, 1983; Feagin 1997;

Linguistic Society of America, 1997). Writings by authors such as Smitherman and Toni Morrison, to

name only two, incorporate AAL in their works, but overall less research has been conducted on written

forms of AAL over spoken forms. Exceptions to this are studies of AAL in hip-hop and rap music

(Smitherman, 1997b) and some work in the area of student writing discussed below.

Qualitative evidence has suggested the presence of some features of AAL and the use of African

American Cultural Indicators (Onafowora, 1998) in a subset of written assessments produced by African

American teachers. The use of different linguistic codes, specifically African American language, has

been well documented in the writing of grade school and college students of color (Blumenthal and

Hildenbrand, 1993; Ball, 1992). This use of linguistic codes and cultural references distinct from edited

American English and majority-group cultural references (White or European American and middle class)

has not been explored extensively in performance-based teacher assessments.

It is important to note that, in general, there has been observed a low frequency of speech-to-

writing transference for African American Language features. There are distinct patterns of usage of AAL
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within texts that consist of predominantly Edited American English, but the patterns exist at a very low

frequency (Smitherman, 1992; Chaplin, 1987). While the use of AAL may be minimal, it still holds the

potential to impact the reader and have the undesired effect of producing stigmatization of the writer.

Even if a reader is intentionally attempting to overlook grammatical and syntactical features inconsistent

with Edited American English, the presence of such features may cause the reader to devalue the content

of the text (Santos, 1988).

Smitherman (1992) conducted a longitudinal study of African American student writing on the

National Assessment of Progress (NAEP) assessment. Among the range of features that she identified

were features such as the absence of the "ed" morpheme in past tense main verbs, perfect tense main

verbs, verbal adjectives, and passives; the absence of the "s" morpheme in plural nouns, possessive nouns,

and third person singular verbs; hypercorrection; dropped copula; subject-verb agreement; multiple

negation; and pronominal apposition.

Fogel and Ehri (2000) conducted a study in which they focused student learning on six syntactic

features that differed according to the form of spoken English used by the students. In this study the

authors focused on syntactic features since "unlike phonological features, nonstandard syntactic forms

tend to stand out and, as a result, can be stigmatizing (Burling, 1973)." In the study, the six standard

syntactic features were possessive "s", past tense "ed", third-person present-tense singular "s", plural "s",

indefinite article, and subject-verb agreement.

Ball (1998) analyzed a student paper written by an African American Vernacular English-

(AAVE) speaking high school sophomore. In this writing she identified a number of features that are

common to many AAVE speakers, such as not using the third-person singular present tense "s", and a

range of semantic and phonological patterns. One pattern of interest was the student's use of the word

"willn't" instead of "won't." Ball noted this as potentially an example of what Wolfman and Whiteman

(1971) identified as hypercorrection.

Hypercorrection results from the writer's attempt to produce academic patterns with

which he or she is not completely familiar. Because of this unfamiliarity, the writer
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incorporates items not only where they are appropriate, but in inappropriate places as

well. This phenomenon appears in spelling, vocabulary choices and syntactic structures,

and is not exclusive to AAVE speakers. (Ball, 1998, p. 235)

Smitherman (1994) and Ball (1995), among others, draw a distinction between syntactic and

discourse writing features, both of which are present in the writings of African American students. At the

discourse level, typical features are "the use of rhythmic language, anecdotes, parables, and patterns of

repetition and call and response" (p. 259). Within the context of the portfolio assessment under study,

given that the format is highly structured, the candidates tended to present fewer of these features.

Smitherman extended her work on the NAEP study by drawing some parallels with similar work.

In her 1994 article, Smitherman discussed research by Chaplin (1987) who also used African American

student writing from NAEP. In that study she noted that some students used what she described as

"conversational tone" which she identified as an essay that read like "recorded language or a

conversation" (p. 37).

Southern White English

AAL is spoken by a subset of the African American population who has been exposed to it in the

home and/or community. Smitherman (2000) estimates that approximately "90% of the African American

community uses one or more aspects of the language some of the time." AAL is distributed across the

United States and is not limited by socioeconomic boundaries. Southern White English, a localized dialect

of American English, is largely constrained to the southeastern United States (Bailey, 1997; Feagin,

1997). SWE has been extensively documented in references such as the Annotated Bibliography of

Southern American English (McMillan and Montgomery, 1989) and the Dictionary of American Regional

English (1996), and demonstrates distinctive patterns in grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, naming

practices, and word-play. SWE shares many features in common with African American Language.

Support for the idea of cross-fertilization of language between African American and European

Americans comes from a study conducted by Botan and Smitherman (1991), which looked at the degree
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to which White American industrial workers had familiarity with Black English. The study showed that

while White workers varied in their degree of familiarity with Black English depending on employment

group, African American workers did not. This study lends support to the notion that while African

Americans might learn Black English from a variety of sources (family, peers, work, church), White

workers who are not in contact with African Americans speaking Black English are much less likely to do

SO.

Research Question

The research presented in this paper addresses the following question: Is there systematic

evidence of the use of African American Language and/or the use of African American Cultural

Indicators in a subset of analytic commentaries of teaching practice (known as written commentaries)

written by African American teachers? The research sought to systematically look for language patterns

by candidate race and by score, that is: Do language patterns differ for African American and European

American candidates, and are there patterns by high and low scores on the entry?

The research presented here is only the first stage of a larger project, since this study in isolation

cannot answer the question of whether there is a causal relationship between the presence of language

features and scores. In other words, even if AAL language features did cluster for low scoring African

American candidates it would not be possible to identify whether the low scores were awarded because of

rubric -based decisions (evidence of poor pedagogy) or because the writing influenced the assessors

inappropriately.

For the research presented in this paper, a set of 32 written commentaries from both African

American and European American candidates was coded for specific linguistic features. The

methodology and results are discussed below.
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Methodology

In order to develop a coding frame for systematically documenting the presence or absence of

African American Language features, a national panel of experts in linguistics and AAL were assembled.

Seven experts, including five who were African American, agreed to participate in an initial review of

MC/Gen candidate responses to the selected entry.

As a primer to meeting with the experts to develop the coding scheme, a "homework" task was

given to them to review a small sample of race-blind candidate responses, and to consider the language

features present in each written commentary. Each expert was asked to "hazard a guess" as to the race of

the candidate as a thought experiment. Any written commentaries that they thought contained strong

indications that the writer was African American were to be flagged. At this early stage the term "strong

indications" was not defined so as not to limit the thinking of the panel. The panelists were asked to

identify written commentaries that had rich examples of AAL. These written commentaries then formed

the primary materials used in the development of the coding frame.

Developing the Coding Schema

The initial development work on the coding schema was wide-ranging. Working from a set of

race-blind written commentaries, the panel of seven experts initially identified any writing features that

appeared to be examples of AAL. These features could include micro- level, grammatical or syntactical

differences, or macro-level, organizational or tonal differences, for instance.

Then working together, the panel of experts assembled an exhaustive list of all features of the

written commentaries that were distinct from edited American English patterns. This list was arranged

into three major categories:

African American Language

African American Cultural Indicators

Speech Code Errors

Unpublished work © 2002 by Educational Testing Service
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The AAL category included many of the features common to the oral variety of AAL, such as

dropped s when plural is marked elsewhere is the sentence, dropped ed when aspect is indicated by

other syntactic features of the sentence, and dropped s on third-person singular verbs when meaning was

clear from context. More salient features of spoken AAL, including double negatives and the dropped

copula ("to be"), were rare or absent in the written texts.

The African American Cultural Indictors (AACI) included features such as use of culturally

relevant pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1998), socially-conscious curriculum, and "high talk" (Smitherman,

1977). While these features might also be identified in the writing of non-African American candidates,

the panel felt that these features, alone or combined with African American Language features, might

trigger biases in assessors who were less familiar with African American cultural styles of teaching and

communicating.

Speech Code Errors (SCE) was a category that developed unexpectedly from the panel's findings.

SCE included errors in grammar and spelling; these errors could be found in the writing of both African

American and European American candidates. We had not anticipated this category of codes, but it

became apparent that many written commentaries had examples of SCE. It was decided to investigate

whether there is a relationship between increased presence of SCE and lower scores across all candidates,

regardless of race.

Refinement of coding scheme

From the findings of the nationa 1 panel, a coding frame was developed and subsequently

reviewed by a subset of the panel members. Each panelist was sent the coding frame, definitions for each

code along with multiple examples from written commentaries that they had studied at the meeting, and

additional written commentaries that had not been the focus of discussion at the meeting. The panelists

were asked to code these new written commentaries using the coding frame. Comparing across the

panelists' work, a number of codes were identified as being applied inconsistently. In addition, the

panelists' written comments provided further advice for clarifying both the codes and coding procedures.

Unpublished work © 2002 by Educational Testing Service
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The coding frame was modified again in the light of this information. For example, a number of codes

were added so that not only speech code errors and AAL features were coded, but also relevant edited

American English (EAE) features were included in the coding frame. The coding of EAE allowed for the

calculation of the relative frequency of a feature of AAL in relation to the frequency of use for the related

EAE feature (Hatch and Lazaraton, 1991). Appendix A provides the subset of the coding frame that is

discussed in the results section.

Identification and training of coders

In assembling a group of coders to identify language features across a set of 94 written

commentaries, which included both African American and European American passing and non-passing

candidates, a group of Masters-level students were sought who would be familiar with basic linguistics,

English grammar rules, African American Language rules, and African American culture, specifically the

cultural styles of African American teachers. For this reason, we approached professors at a Historically

Black University in the southern United States, which has a speech and language Masters level

department within its School of Education. Professors recruited Masters students from their speech and

language courses. Prospective coders completed a biographical data form, which included questions on

educational experience, education courses taken, and language and linguistic courses taken. From the

respondents we selected a group of 13 individuals to complete a three-day training session, with the

expectation that not all of them would become coders for the study.

The majority of the coders were in the second year of a Masters program in Communication

Disorders. Their years of experience in classroom settings ranged from one to seven years, with nine

coders having two or more years of experience. Their background in education coursework included the

following: Educational Psychology, Clinical Observation, Scientific Methods of Educational Research,

Racial and Cultural Minorities, Educational Foundations, Language Arts Instruction, and Human Growth

and Development. Their collective background in language and linguistics included: African American

Literature I and II, Speech and Dialect, Grammar, Introduction to Phonetics, Child Language Disorders,
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Multicultural Issues in Speech-Language Pathology, Introduction to Communication Disorders,

Introduction to Linguistics, Early Childhood Language Development, Speech Science, English as a

Second Language, and Normal Language Development. Six of the coders self-identified as African

American, four as European American, one as Native American, and two as multi-racial/multi-ethnic

(African American/European, American/Native American).

The training of coders consisted of three days of intensive review of AAL and EAE grammar,

syntax, and rhetorical features, with two major goals: (1) creating a shared understanding among coders

of the definition of each feature, and (2) developing a sufficiently high degree of consistency in results

among coders for each feature of the coding frame.

Upon completion of the training, each coder completed an independent coding of a single set of

written commentaries. This served as a second validation of the coding frame, in support of the findings

of the national panel, and also provided an indication of the degree of consistency across coders. Within

the categories of grammatical and syntactic -level features, coders demonstrated strong agreement in

coding.

Assignment of written commentaries to coders

For the initial review of written commentaries, development of the coding frame, and training of

the coders, candidate responses from the 1998-99 cohort were used. For the study itself, candidate

responses were selected from the 1999-2000 cohort. The entry directions did not change from the 1998-99

to the 1999-2000 administration. All categorizations by race were made on the basis of candidate self-

identification.

Ninety-four written commentaries were selected, consisting of 64 written commentaries written

by African American candidates and 30 written commentaries written by European American candidates,

matched on gender, geographic locale, and the range of scores received.

The written commentaries were randomly assigned to the 11 coders who performed consistently

during training and successfully completed the post-training coding sample. There were three copies of
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each of the 94 written commentaries, distributed in such a way that each coder received 26 written

commentaries to code. The coders were arranged in such a way that for each written commentary read

and coded by three coders, the three coders were not all African American or European American.

Of these 11, two withdrew from the study for personal reasons before they coded any written

commentaries. The written commentaries were redistributed among the remaining coders.

Triangulation of results across coders

Each written commentary was coded independently by three coders, to provide a triangulation of

results for each feature in the coding frame. In order to provide the greatest degree of accuracy in the

coding, the following resolution process was applied. Once the three sets of codes were completed for a

particular written commentary, the data was entered into a database and reviewed for outliers or

discrepancies in the three coders' results. For codes with low frequency occurrences, any discrepancies

were investigated. For codes with a moderate to high occurrence rate, a reasonable degree of discrepancy

was tolerated, and the average of the codes across the three coders was used. For example, the instances

of plural nouns with s (Edited American English) in a particular candidate's response were coded as 327,

340, and 337, respectively across three coders. Given the high level of occurrence, the average of the

three numbers was used 335. If a large discrepancy was noted, even at high levels of occurrence, all

instances of the language feature were checked across multiple coders. When a discrepancy was clearly

the result of a misapplied code, a correction was made to the data set. Occasionally the discrepancy

highlighted an important ambiguity in the coding, which was then resolved through consensus among the

researchers. This resolution process served to reduce instances of miscoding while still maintaining the

integrity of the triangulated data. In no instance did a single coder determine the nature of a particular

linguistic feature in the data set.
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Data analysis

Of the 94 written commentaries that were sent out for coding, 32 had three sets of codes at the

point at which the data analysis was conducted for this paper. The remaining written commentaries had

only two sets of codes, thereby limiting the degree of assurance provided regarding the quality of the

coding results. Once the triangulation of the data (described above) was completed, the data set from the

32 commentaries was once more cross-checked for accuracy.

The initial data analysis consisted of a series of cross-tabulations of the frequency of usage of

each code for African American and European American candidates. This initial analysis resulted in

anomalies in data that were difficult to explain. In particular, there were multiple instances of European

American candidates who used language features that had been considered primarily AAL features.

Considering overall patterns of usage, four European American candidates in particular were

identified. These four European American candidates were all teaching in Southern states (Mississippi,

North Carolina, South Carolina). In order to shed light on the patterns in the data, these four candidates

were designated as potential users of Southern White English (SWE), which as discussed in the literature

has substantial overlap with AAL. It is important to note, that just as all African Americans do not use

AAL, not everyone from the southern states is a speaker of SWE, and there are five other European

American candidates from the same states who did not exhibit SWE language features. For the purposes

of this study, these codes will continue to be referred to as AAL since the linguistic literature supports

their identification as such.

Having identified these four candidates as users of SWE, the data was then disaggregated by

candidates' self-identified race (African American and European American), and the category of

European American was further subdivided to separate the users of SWE.
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Results

The primary research question was to investigate whether there was systematic evidence of the

use of African American Language in a subset of written commentaries written by African American

teachers. The data set was comprised of 32 candidates, 18 of whom self-identified as African American,

the remaining 14 as European American. One European American and two African American candidates

were male. Table 1 provides the breakdown by race and entry score of the candidates in the dataset.

Table 1: Breakdown of the 32 candidates by race and entry score
Candidates Entry

score
Number of

candidates in group
African American < 2.75 10

2.75 8

European American < 2.75 2

SWE 2.75 2

European American < 2.75 7

?_ 2.75 3

Focus of the analysis

The coding frame consists of AAL codes, SCE codes, and EAE codes (at the word and sentence

level). In addition, other rhetorical level features were included in the frame a subset of which will be

discussed. In keeping with other findings in the linguistic literature (Smitherman, 2000; Chaplin, 1987),

usage of AAL forms in formal, written, academic prose is relatively low. Furthermore, as can be expected

given the constraints of the formal academic assessment, SCE are relatively low.

Since the research focus is on whether language features pattern by race or by entry score, the

data are disaggregated by race (African American and European American, with European American

further sub-divided by those who exhibit patterns of SWE use) and by entry score (divided into less than

2.75 and greater than or equal to 2.75). The following sections will focus on nouns (plurals and

possessives), verb tenses, and lexical features. Appendix B provides a summary table of the results.
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Nouns

Nouns were coded for features typical to speakers of AAL, as well as common SCE identified by

the panel of experts. Table 2 presents an example of each code. Plural nouns with a dropped s and

possessive nouns with a dropped s and no apostrophe were coded as possible examples of AAL. Plural

nouns with an unnecessary apostrophe, and possessive nouns with no apostrophe or an incorrect

apostrophe were coded as examples of SCE.

Table 2: Examples from candidates' written commentaries of the AAL and SCE codes
noun, regular plural
-s has been dropped

"I may touch on sentences that go on and on as well as looking at various way_
to end of piece."
"They were both able to produce a complete paper that met the goal_ that were
set"

noun, regular plural,
unnecessary apostrophe is
added

"Good writer's research their topic"

"the area's of reading"
noun, singular or plural,
possessive ,
both s and apostrophe have
been dropped

"On the personal narrative, Nickie_ work demonstrated similar abilities."

"Whitney_ responsibility was to copy her letter with the correction..."

noun, singular or plural,
possessive ,
-s is used but apostrophe has
been dropped

"students ability.... students experiences....persons life....students
understanding"

noun, singular or plural,
possessive ,
-s is used but apostrophe has
been placed incorrectly
according to EAE rules

"The one girls' coat got stolen last night."

"Twenty boy's permission slips arrived today in the mail."

Table 3 shows the percentage and number of African American and European American

candidates who had one or more instances of each of the five noun codes (presence), by entry score and

by race. Table 4 gives the total number of instances of that code for each group.
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Table3: Presence of AAL and SCE noun features
Code African American European

WE
American-

S
European American

<2.75 2.75 <2.75 ?.. 2.75 <2.75 2.75
N % N % N % N % N % N %

_ ,
g 0

Dropped s
Unnecessary

6 60% 5 63% 2 100% 2 100% 4 57% 0 0%

57. g apostrophe 3 30% 2 25% 0 0% 2 100% 1 14% 0 0%

No apostrophe, no s 1 10% 1 13% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0%
No apostrophe 6 60% 3 38% 2 100% 1 50% 2 29% 0 0%

0 1
a. g

Incorrect apostrophe 3 30% 7 88% 2 100% 0 0% 2 29% 1 33%

Key: N=number of candidates who exhibited the language feature one or more times, %=percentage of candidates out of all
candidates in a racial grouping.

Table 4: Instances of non-EAE noun features
Code

African American
European American-

SWE
European American

<2.75 > 2.75 <2.75 2.75 <2.75 _>. 2.75

N N N N N N
_ ,
g g
F.'. 8

Dropped s
Unnecessary
apostrophe

14

3

24

8

15

0

9

3

9

1

0

0

i
=',',. =

'e s

No apostrophe, no s
No apostrophe
Incorrect apostrophe

1

10

7

1

5

17

0
10

2

1

10

0

0
2

8

0
0
1

Key: N= number of instances that a language feature was used by all he candidates in a racial grouping.

Looking at the data in Tables 3 and 4, it is clear that the rates at which these language features are

used vary considerably. The feature "no apostrophe, no s" is rarely used compared to the other possible

AAL language feature of indicating a plural without an s.

Grouping multiple codes together, Table 5 shows the number of instances of AAL codes (plural

with a dropped -s, possessive with no apostrophe and no -s) according to entry score and race

classification. For each group of candidates, the table presents the total number of instances that the codes

were used, the number of candidates who exhibited the features, and the range of instances per candidate.
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Table 5: Instances of AAL noun features
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

AAL codes in nouns
Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 15 7 of 10 1-4

2.75 25 5 of 8 1-13

European American < 2.75 15 2 of 2 4, 11
SWE 2.75 10 2 oft 2, 8
European American < 2.75 9 4 of 7 1-4

2.75 0 0 of 3 0

The European American users of SWE and the African American candidates both used multiple

examples of AAL features as they relate to possessive and plural nouns; in general these features were not

used by European American candidates. The pattern of AAL features does not strongly cluster by high or

low entry scores for African American or European American candidates.

Table 6 shows the combined number of instances of SCE codes (plural with an unnecessary

apostrophe, possessive without an apostrophe, and a possessive with an incorrect apostrophe) according

to entry score and race classification.

Table 6: Instances of SCE noun features
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

SCE codes in nouns
Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 20 7 of 10 1-7

2.75 30 8 of 8 1-10

European American < 2.75 12 2 of 2 4, 8
SWE 2.75 13 2 of 2 1, 12

European American < 2.75 11 4 of 7 1-8

2.75 1 1 of 3 1

SCE are writing features generally exhibited by novice writers, and as anticipated, both African

American and European American candidates exhibited such features. However, the rate at which the

European American candidates displayed these features is lower than for the African American

candidates and the European American candidates who used SWE.

In order to obtain a measure of how frequently candidates use non-edited American English (a

combination of AAL and SCE) noun forms, the data were collapsed across all noun features. Table 7

shows the number of instances of combined noun codes according to entry score and race classification.
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Table 7: Instances of non-EAE noun features (collapsed across AAL and SCE)
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

non-EAE codes in nouns
Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 35 8 of 10 1-7

?_ 2.75 55 8 of 8 1-18

European American < 2.75 27 2 of 2 8, 19
SWE .?_ 2.75 23 2 of 2 3, 20

European American < 2.75 20 2 of 7 2-12

2.75 1 1 of 3 1

Combining all the codes that exhibit non-edited American English usage for plural and possessive

nouns shows some clustering of features among African American candidates with high entry scores and

among all European American candidates who used SWE.

Two of the African American candidates and seven of the European American candidates had no

non-EAE features. Of the 23 candidates who had displayed some of these features, all but four had fewer

than ten. The four who had ten or greater instances of non-EAE features are listed in Table 8.

Table 8: Candidates who had 10 or more non-EAE features
Candidate Entry score Number of

features
European American user of SWE 2.75 20

African American 2.75 18

African American 2.75 12

European American user of SWE < 2.75 12

Verbs

Verb features identified by the expert panel as significant either for AAL or SCE were dropped

ed in past tense verbs, non-EAE forms of past tenses for irregular verbs, dropped s in the third person

singular present tense, and subject-verb discords. Summaries of the codes for each of these categories are

presented below. Table 9 presents an example of each code.
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Table 9: Examples from candidates' written commentaries of the AAL and SCE codes
regular verb, simple past tense,
-ed ending has been dropped

"Step two, she design_ her drafting her story (composing), Step three, she used
editing to refine what she had written."

irregular verb, simple past
tense,
EAE form is not used

"Yesterday the students run out of the classroom, despite the teacher's request not to.
"[ran]

regular verb,
present/past/future perfect tense
-ed ending has been dropped

"We have revise_ the models we wrote together as a class to model for my students
how to go back and dress up the ideas they were able to put down in their first drafts."

irregular verb,
present/past/future perfect tense
EAE form is not used

"I wish Brian could have showed supporting details ..."

regular verbal adjective
(verb in participle form used as
an adjective)
-ed ending has been dropped

"When David is asked to add more detail, he gets discourage_ because he does not
know what to write..."

irregular verbal adjective
(verb in participle form used as
an adjective)
EAE form is not used

"I asked Matt if I could see the re-wrote paper from yesterday." [re-written]

regular verb, passive voice
-ed ending has been dropped
[be + V ed]

"The students are expect_ to articulate the message that they are trying to relay, who
do they expect to read this piece when it is finish_ and question themselves on the
clarity of what they have written."

irregular verb, passive voice
EAE form is not used
[be + V EAE irregular form]

"The paper was wrote by a pair of students." [written]

regular verb, present tense,
ri person singular
-s ending is not used

"Administration usually keep_ the second graders with the same teacher for third
grade."

irregular verb, present tense,
3rd person singular
-s ending is not used

"He don't understand how to do this problem."

Other non-EAE verb forms,
excluding S-V concord

"He wants to go straight to writing without given some thought about what he is going
to write."
"I realize he is a writer that has being responsible for his own learning."

Dropped ed in past tenses

A feature common in spoken AAL is indicating past tense (simple past tense, present/past and

future perfect tenses, verbal adjectives and passive voice) for regular verbs without the Edited American

English -ed. A parallel feature for irregular verbs is that they are not conjugated in the EAE form. The

literature does not definitively identify this feature as AAL, and so for the purpose of the analysis it is

designated as a speech code error. As for the regular verbs, this occurrence could be found for irregular

past tense, perfects, verbal adjectives and passive verbs. Table 10 shows the number of African American
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and European American candidates who had one or more instances of each code (presence). Table 11

presents the total number of instances for each group.

Table 10: Presence of AAL and SCE codes for verb tense
Code African American European American-S WE European American

<2.75 2.75 <2.75 2.75 <2.75 2.75
N % N % N %N % N % N %

Simple past regular, droppeded 3 30% 1 13% 2 100% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Simple past irregular, non EAE form 2 20% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 3 43% 0 0%

Perfect tenses, regular, dropped ed 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0%
Perfect tenses, irregular, non EAE form 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33%

Verbal adjective, regular, dropped ed 3 30% 1 13% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Verbal adjective, irregular, non EAE form 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Passive voice, regular, dropped ed 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Passive voice, irregular, non EAE form 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0%

Key: N=number of candidates who exhibited the language feature one or more times, %= percentage of candidates out of all
candidates in a racial grouping.

Table 11: Total number of instances of AAL and SCE codes for verb tenses
Code African American European American-SWE European American

<2.75 2.75 <2.75 ?.. 2.75 <2.75 2.75
N N N N N N

Simple past regular, droppeded 4 2 2 4 0 0
Simple past irregular, non EAE form 2 0 2 4 4 0

Perfect tenses, regular, droppeded 0 0 1 1 0 0
Perfect tenses, irregular, non EAE form 0 0 0 0 0 1

Verbal adjective, regular, dropped ed 3 1 0 2 0 0
Verbal adjective, irregular, non EAE form 0 0 0 0 0 0

Passive voice, regular, droppeded 2 0 0 0 0 0
Passive voice, irregular, non EAE form 0 0 0 0 1 0

Key: N=number of instances that a language feature was used by all the candidates in a racial grouping.

Although these four verb types were coded separately, an assessor reading a candidate response

would not make such linguistic distinctions. Instances of these codes were few, but by combining all

dropped ed codes and non-EAE conjugations together it is possible to identify patterns (Table 14). Table

12 shows the combined total number of instances of AAL codes (dropped ed for regular verbs in simple

past tenses, present/past/future perfect tenses, verbal adjectives and passive voice) according to entry

score and race classification. For each group of candidates, he table presents the total number of

instances that the codes were used, the number of candidates who exhibited the features and the range of

instances per candidate.
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Table 12: Instances of dropped ed m past tense verbs
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

AAL codes in verbs
Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 9 5 of 10 1-4

> 2.75 3 2 of 8 1, 2

European American < 2.75 3 2 of 2 1, 2
SWE > -2.75 7 2 of 2 3,4

European American < 2.75 0 0 of 7 -

> 2.75 0 0 of 3 -

There are more instances of low scoring than high scoring African American candidates using

dropped ed in their writing (although the total number is very low 12 instances across 7 of the 18

African American candidates). The reverse is true for the European American users of SWE. None of the

European American EA users displayed this feature.

Table 13 shows the combined total number of instances of SCE codes in irregular verbs (non-

EAE forms of irregular verbs in simple past tenses, present/past/future perfect tenses, verbal adjectives

and passive voice) according to entry score and race classification.

Table 13: Instances of SCE in irregular east tense verbs
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

SCE codes in verbs
Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 2 2 of 10 1

2.75 0 0 of 8 -

European American < 2.75 2 1 of 2 2
SWE 2.75 4 1 of 2 4

European American < 2.75 5 3 of 7 1-2

> -2.75 1 1 of 3 1

Overall, SCE in irregular verb forms was much less frequent than the dropped ed in regular

verbs. Table 14 below shows the number of instances of combined regular and irregular verb codes

according to entry score and race classification.
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Table 14: Instances of non-EAE form (AAL and SCE) of regular and irregular past tense verbs
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of
non-EAE codes in verbs

Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 11 5 of 10 1-5

2.75 3 2 of 8 1,2
European American < 2.75 5 2 of 2 1, 4

SWE 2.75 11 2 of 2 3, 8
European American < 2.75 5 2 of 7 1, 4

2.75 1 1 of 3 I

African American candidates exhibited non-EAE verb usage predominantly in the low scoring

responses. However, European American users of SWE exhibited non-EAE verb usage more in the high

scoring responses.

It is of interest to note that for the African American candidates, the use of the AAL verb forms

was much less frequent that the use of AAL noun forms. Sixteen of the 18 African American candidates

used AAL noun forms compared to 7 of 18 for the verbs.

Dropped s in Yd person singular present tense verbs

An additional verb form that was coded on the basis of being a common occurrence in spoken

AAL was the presence of a dropped s in third person singular present tense for regular verbs. In addition,

non-EAE forms of the third person singular present tense for irregular verbs was coded; only one African

American candidate had an instance of this form. Table 15 provides the breakdown by race and score for

the regular third person singular present tense AAL forms that were coded.

Table 15: Instances of dropped s in the 3rd person singular present tense of regular verbs
Candidates Entry

score
Instances of AAL form
of regular 3rd person
singular present tense

Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 10 7 of 10 1-3

2.75 9 3 of 8 1-6

European American < 2.75 4 2 of 2 1, 3
SWE > 2.75 2 2 of 2 1, 1

European American < 2.75 0 0 of 7 0

> -2.75 0 0 of 3 0
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As expected from the literature, the European American candidates who use American English

did not exhibit this feature. Both African American and European American who use SWE exhibited this

feature in relatively similar proportions (regardless of entry score).

Subject-verb discord

Two codes were created to identify subject-verb discords in copula and non-copula verb forms.

These features were of interest because it is a pattern of AAL to identify number from context; adding

endings to the verb to indicate number would be redundant. However, it is also a common SCE to

produce subject/verb discords particularly when the verb is separated from the subject by multiple

prepositional phrases. Table 16 provides the number of instances of both forms of discord.

Table 16: Subject-verb discord
Candidates Entry

score
Instances Number Range

African American < 2.75 18 8 of 10 1-3

2.75 11 4 of 8 1-6

European American < 2.75 0 0 of 2 -

SWE 2.75 2 2 of 2 1

European American < 2.75 1 1 of 7 1

2.75 2 1 of 3 2

The European American candidates, both those who used SWE and those who used only

American English had very few subject-verb discords; the majority of the discords were found in African

American candidates' written commentaries.

Other irregular verb forms

A final code that was included was for "other non-EAE verb forms" that is, other irregular uses

of verbs that were not accounted for by any of the earlier codes. There is nothing in the linguistic

literature to suggest that these verb usages pattern in any way as part of AAL, and so they are designated

as SCE. The instances of these verb forms are shown in Table 17. For each group of candidates, the table

presents the total number of instances that the codes were used, the number of candidates who exhibited

the features and the range of instances per candidate.
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Table 17: Other non-EAE verb forms
Candidates Entry

score
Instances of other non-
EAE verb forms

Number
in group

Range

African American < 2.75 2 2 of 10 1

2.75 5 2 of 8 2, 3
European American < 2.75 5 1 of 2 5

SWE 2.75 4 1 of 2 4

European American < 2.75 2 2 of 7 1

?2.75 1 1 of 3 1

Lexical features: Morphemes, prepositions and connectors

A series of codes were collected together under the composite heading of lexical features. Five

codes exist in this category: dropped final letters; other spelling errors; missing or incorrect prepositions;

other missing words; and incorrect use of connecting words. Table 18 presents examples of these codes.

Table 18: Examples of lexical features
Deletion of final letter or
letters
e.g.,
"an(d)"
"a(n)"
"the(y)"
"the(m)"
"glad(ly)"

"10 Caucasian, 3 Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, one on medication an_ 1 who
suffers from moderate hearing loss."

"a_ ongoing experience"

"Having the_ think about and expressed how the slaves felt, would bring to them a better
understanding of what the slaves went through."

Other spelling errors "The students have been practicing exposity writing for the past several weeks."
Missing or incorrect
preposition

"I had been planning to update my lesson plans to align with the new state standards of
students."

Other missing words "A noun is a used to name a person, place, thing, or idea."

Incorrect use of connecting
words
(yet, but, and, so, therefore,
because, since, while, etc.)

"Shannon chose to become the prime number one hundred, one. She wrote that she
became a movie title and the grade on a students paper. Shannon did therefore forgot to
state the difference between a prime and a composite number in her paper which was a
requirement of the assignment."

Table 19 shows the number of African American and European American candidates who had

one or more instances of each code (presence). Table 20 presents the total number of instances for each

group.
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Table 19: Presence of missing or incorrect morphemes, prepositions, and connectors
African American European American-S WE European American

<2.75 2.75 <2.75 2.75 <2.75 2.75
N % N % N % N % N % N %

Dropped final letters 6 60% 4 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other spelling errors 8 80% 4 50% 2 100% 2 100% 4 57% 2 67%
Missing or incorrect preposition 6 60% 6 75% 2 100% 2 100% 3 43% 1 33%
Other missing words 7 70% 4 50% 2 100% 2 100% 5 71% 2 67%
Incorrect use of connecting words 5 50% 1 13% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0%

Key: N= number of candidates who exhibited the language feature one or more times, %=percent age of candidates out of all
candidates in a racial grouping.

Table 20: Instances of missing or incorrect morphemes, prepositions, and connectors
African American European American-S WE European American
<2.75 2.75 <2.75 2.75 <2.75 2.75

N N N N N N
Dropped final letters 7 6 2 0 0 0
Other spelling errors 19 16 21 15 10 2
Missing or incorrect preposition 11 13 3 7 6 1

Other missing words 11 16 5 4 11 2
Incorrect use of connecting words 8 2 0 0 1 0
Key: N=number of instances that a language feature was used by all the candidates in a racial grouping.

The pattern of dropping final letters from words in spoken AAL is identified in the linguistic

literature as an additional form of reducing the language to its essential communicative elements. It was

therefore anticipated that this reductive pattern would be specific to users of AAL, if it appeared at all in

written form. On the other hand, both spelling errors and missing words could be expected to appear

evenly distributed across all racial groups. As seen in Table 19 the percentage of candidates with both of

these SCE is fairly constant across groups. The incorrect use of connecting words is found predominantly

in the African American candidates' writing, and the missing or incorrect prepositions also seem to occur

more strongly among African American candidates. Neither of these two features has been identified in

the AAL literature, but the patterned presence of these features in this data set may warrant future study.

Table 21 combines the two SCEs (spelling errors and other missing words) together and the two other

codes (missing/incorrect prepositions, incorrect connectors).
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Table 21: Instances of lexical features
Candidates Entry

score
Spelling errors and other missing

words
Missing/incorrect prepositions,

incorrect connectors
Instances Number in

group
Range Instances Number

in group
Range

African American < 2.75 30 10 of 10 1-5 19 7 of 10 1-3

2.75 32 5 of 8 1-18 15 5 of 8 1-8

European American < 2.75 26 2 of 2 10, 16 3 2 of 2 1, 2

SWE _?: 2.75 19 2 of 2 7, 12 7 2 of 2 3, 4

European American < 2.75 21 5 of 7 1-7 7 3 of 7 1-3

?_ 2.75 4 3 of3 1-2 1 1 of3 1

Combined non-edited American English usages at the lexical level

While losing the specific characteristics of the individual codes, it is useful to combine codes

across all categories of nouns, verbs, and sentence level features, in order to get a measure of the overall

effect of non-EAE instances within a given set of written commentaries. The following codes were

combined for the purposes of this analysis:

AAL codes
Dropped -s in plural nouns
Dropped -s, dropped apostrophe in possessive

- Regular verb, simple past tense, dropped -ed
- Regular verb, present/past/future perfect tense,

dropped -ed
Regular verbal adjective, dropped -ed
Regular passive voice, dropped -ed
Regular 3rd person singular present tense,
dropped -s

- Zero copular
- Aspectual or invariant be
- Dropped final letters

overall

SCE codes
- Unnecessary apostrophe in plurals
- No apostrophe in possessives
- Incorrect apostrophe in possessives
- Irregular verb, simple past tense, non-EAE

form
- Irregular verb, present/past/future perfect

tense, non-EAE form
- Irregular verbal adjective, non-EAE form
- Irregular passive voice, non-EAE form
- Irregular 3'd person singular present tense,

non-EAE form
Conjugated be, non-EAE form
Subject-verb inversion
Subject-verb discord
Other non-EAE verb forms
Other spelling errors
Missing or incorrect preposition
Other missing words

- Incorrect use of connecting words
Noun-pronoun discord
Pronominal apposition
Homophones

While many of the codes had low occurrence rates, combined with others, they contribute to the

impression that is given to a reader. Several of these, specifically noun-pronoun discord,
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pronominal apposition, homophones, non-EAE forms of copula and subject-verb inversion were not

discussed individually above, due to their relative scarcity in the data pool.

Tables 22 and 23 present total number of instances of AAL and SCE features. Only features that

were fully identified in the literature as aspects of AAL were included in the composite AAL code. Table

24 presents the total number of AAL and SCE features across all the written commentaries, with range

and means (instances/number in group).

Table 22: Total number of instances of AAL features
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

AAL codes
Number
in group

Range Mean

African American < 2.75 43 10 of 10 1-9 4
2.75 46 8 of 8 1-24 6

European American < 2.75 24 2 of 2 8, 16 12

SWE ._. 2.75 19 2 of 2 6,13 10

European American < 2.75 13 4 of 7 2-4 3

2.75 0 3 of 3 - -

Table 24: Total number of instances of SCE features
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

SCE codes
Number
in group

Range Mean

African American < 2.75 101 10 of 10 4-21 10

2.75 106 8 of 8 2-40 13

European American < 2.75 50 2 of 2 22, 28 25
SWE > 2.75 56 2 of 2 13, 43 28

European American < 2.75 50 5 of 7 2-17 10

2.75 10 3 of 3 2-5 3

Table 25: Total number of instances of non-EAE (AAL and SCE) features
Candidates Entry

score
Number of instances of

all non-EAE codes
Number
in group

Range Mean

African American < 2.75 144 10 of 10 5-24 14

2.75 152 8 of 8 2-64 19

European American < 2.75 74 2 of 2 30, 44 37
SWE 2.75 75 2 of 2 19,56 38

European American < 2.75 63 5 of 7 2-21 13

2.75 10 3 of 3 2-5 3

There is clustering of codes for the African American and European American candidates who

use SWE. The frequency at which they use both AAL and SCE features is greater than for the European
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American candidates. It is important to note that clustering is not associated with high or low scoring

responses.

Hypercorrection and oral language

Three features were identified by the expert panel that existed at the discourse level and focused

on the "over-application" of pirticular grammatical rules from EAE, resulting in errors or awkward

phrasing, and oral language. Hypercorrection (error producing) occurs when the writer over-applies a

grammatical rule to a situation where it is not required, leading to an error. Hypercorrection (without

errors) occurs when a writer is overly prescriptive with grammatical rules, but is technically accurate,

resulting in text that is disfluent. The final feature identified in this set is defined as "oral language." This

occurs when a sentence or phrase is not grammatically correct in a formal writing situation, and yet if

read aloud, the meaning of the phrase or sentence is completely clear. Smitherman (1994) refers to this as

"conversational tone." Many instances of oral language could be classified as run-ons, examples of

dialogue that is lacking punctuation, or use of colloquialisms. Table 25 presents examples of these three

codes.

Table 25: Examples of hypercorrection and oral language
Hypercorrection (error
producing)

"I would have each student generated his/her list by themselves."

"both students are gifted and abled writers"

"It was graded 12,y two kids and myself'
Hypercorrection
(without errors)

"primary difficulties, seem to relate to reading and lack of the capacity to organize
...

"I also wanted the students to use successfully the steps to the writing process....
Allowing children to write daily and make the connections in their reading to real life,
help them to become independent writers with a purpose.... This presents a challenge
to me because I have to remind constantly him of detail."

Use of oral language in
written form

"Keisha's writing required few revisions or edits; however, it was difficult to
impossible to convince her to re-write anything unless is was using the computer."

"She is a very sensitive girl, creative, and talented."
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Table 26 shows the number of African American and European American candidates who had

one or more instances of each code (presence). Table 27 presents the total number of instances for each

group.

Table 26: Presence of hypercorrection and oral language
African American European American-S WE European American-AE
<2.75 2.75 <2.75 > 2.75 <2.75 2.75

N % N % N % N % N % N %

Hypercorrection (with error) 1 10% 7 88% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 1 33%
Hypercorrection (without error)or 5 50% 6 75% 1 50% 1 50% 1 14% 1 33%

Oral language 10 100% 6 75% 1 50% 2 100% 6 86% 3 100%

Table 27: Instances of hypercorrection and oral language
African American European American-SWE European American-AE
<2.75 ?_ 2.75 <2.75 2.75 <2.75 > 2.75

N N N N N N
Hypercorrection (with error) 2 12 0 0 1 1

Hypercorrection (without error) 11 18 1 1 1 1

Oral language 48 83 5 15 28 6

Although instances of hypercorrection with error were very few, seven of the eight high-scoring

African American candidates had one or more instances of this feature. The related feature of being

overly prescriptive (hypercorrection without errors) also clustered strongly in the group of African

American candidates, both high and low scoring. Similarly, the use of phrases and sentences that were

appropriate in oral but not written format clustered strongly in the African American candidate group. Of

the thirty-two candidates, both African American and European American, five had more than ten

instances of this feature; four of those were high-scoring African American candidates.

The use of oral language is a possible indication that the individual is a novice writer. The

patterns of oral language use closely mirror the total number of noun, verb, and discord errors presented

earlier in the analysis (a correlation of 0.69). The two candidates with the greatest number of oral

language instances were ranked first and third for greatest number of grammatical errors both high

scoring African American candidates.
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Discussion and conclusions

From the results presented above it can be seen that for the most part the features we expected

African American candidates to exhibit as examples of AAL cluster mostly among African American

candidates and European American candidates who use SWE, a dialect that has considerable overlap with

AAL. The European American candidates who use American English (AE) tend not to have employed

any AAL features.

However, comparing the use of AAL and SCE, speech code errors are more numerous than

African American Language features. Overall, African American candidates have fewer SCE than

European Americans who used SWE, but more than European American candidates who used AE.

Both low and high scoring written commentaries from African American candidates exhibit non-

EAE (AAL and SCE) features. Some of these, such as verbs with dropped -ed, seem to cluster more

among candidates with low scores, but across all codes it is fairly evenly divided: that is, the presence of

non-EAE forms of writing does not cluster by entry score. European American users of SWE had even

more features of non-EAE, but with only two in each score group, it is difficult to make meaningful

conclusions. Low scoring European American candidates have more errors than high scoring European

American candidates, but many fewer than the other two groups (African American candidates and

European Americans who used SWE). High scoring European American candidates had the fewest errors.

These results prompt the additional question of why the occurrence of SCE is less frequent for the

European American (non-SWE user) candidates. One possible hypothesis is that greater training and

experience in formal academic writing for European American candidates could be a contributing factor.

It has been hypothesized in the literature that African American (and Latino) children may be more likely

to receive a less adequate K-12 education, given that they are more likely to attend under-funded urban

schools and may be more likely to be taught by teachers teaching outside their certification area (National

Center for Educational Statistics, 1999).

To further explore the hypothesis that the African American candidates who displayed more non-

EAE language features had less experience in formal academic writing, a reasonable correlate was sought
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among the limited background data available. Candidates provide information on highest degree earned.

An assumption could be made that candidates with a Bachelors degree would have had less formal,

academic writing experience than candidates who had a Masters degree or higher. Furthermore, it was

hypothesized that those candidates with only Bachelors degrees would be the ones with greater non-EAE

features in this particular entry. However, when the data were examined, twelve of the 18 African

American candidates have a Masters level or higher qualification, compared to seven of the 14 European

American candidates. In particular, for the African American candidates who had high scores on this

particular entry, and yet who had significant numbers of SCE and uses of oral language, seven out of the

eight have Masters degrees.

Looking at highest degree earned, therefore, as a measure of formal writing experience does not

explain the data. Potentially, there may be an interaction between audience and purpose of the writing and

the presence of non-EAE features. If a person knows that a piece of writing is for an academic audience

or for public/professional dissemination, he or she may tend to write in a manner that meets those

purposes or expectations. The National Board assessments explicitly communicate to candidates that

writing, per se, does not count, in that it is not a scoreable feature of their submissions. What is important

is that the content of the written commentary is clear enough to convey to an assessor (teacher-peer) the

standards-relevant evidence of the candidate's pedagogical choices and practices.

The particular context of writing for the National Board assessment may, in fict, result in

candidates being more relaxed about their writing, and therefore, producing writing in a more informal

style. This may be quite unlike what they would write in another context. A further avenue for study

might be to examine other writings from candidates to explore their training in and use of formal writing.

In terms of the research question that prompted this study, it is evident that there are some

variations across African American and European American candidates in terms of language features. The

patterns by high and low scores are less clear. It is certainly not evident that, for example, only low

scoring African American candidates display certain language features. To reinforce what was said

initially, causal relationships cannot be drawn between language features and scores, nor can it be posited
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that there is an overall dampening effect on scores due to the presence of non-edited American English

(AAL or SCE).

Although the high-scoring African American candidates did demonstrate use of AAL and SCE in

their writing, this alone cannot be used to definitely rule out the impact of potential assessor bias due to

non-EAE writing features. For the cohort of candidates from which the data set came, calculating the

mean scores on this entry for African American and European American candidates, approximately a

half-point difference is observed between the two groups. This is consistent with results from previous

cohorts. It is possible that some of this differential performance could be due to the construct-irrelevant

effect of the writing features used by African American candidates. A potential means of examining this

hypothesis would be to re-write and re-score selected candidates' responses, to determine if language

features appear to contribute to score tendencies.

In the second phase of this research study, selected written commentaries which displayed

African American Language features will be "re-written" to employ only Edited American English.

Similarly, selected commentaries written in EAE will be re-written with the help of linguists experienced

in the production of AAL, to employ some African American Language features. These candidate

responses will be re-scored by trained assessors, who will not be aware of the changes made to the texts.

Scores from the altered responses will be compared to the scores earned for each original response.

Long-term goals for this study include focusing on constructed-response assessments which

candidates produce "on-demand," rather than portfolio-based assessments which candidates prepare over

several months. Also, it may be fruitful to examine whether the presence of certain linguistic or cultural

features are perceived similarly by assessors of different racial and ethnic backgrounds.

Differential performance for African American test takers has been documented across all

assessment types for several decades. "There are urgent needs in this country for a systematic cultural-

linguistic review of testing and assessment devices to be used with African- American[s]" (Hilliard, 1980).

While the differential performance gap is slowly decreasing, more work must be done to uncover sources

of this difference and to further reduce their effects.

Unpublished work © 2002 by Educational Testing Service

35



Writing Differences Page 34

References

Bailey, G. (1997). Southern American English: A Prospective. In C. Bernstein, T. Nunnally, and R.

Sabino (Eds.), Language Variety in the South Revisited, Tuscaloosa: The University of Alabama

Press. Pp. 21-32.

Ball, A. F. (1992). Cultural Preference and the Expository Writing of African American Students. Written

Communication, 9, 4, 501-532.

Ball, A. F. (1995). Text Design Patterns in the Writing of Urban African American Students: Teaching to

the Cultural Strengths of Students in Multicultural Settings. Urban Education 30, 3, 253-289.

Ball, A. F. (1997). Expanding the Dialogue on Culture as a Critical Component When Assessing Writing.

Assessing Writing, 4:2, 169-202.

Ball, A.F. (1998). Evaluating the Writing of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students: The Case of

the African American Vernacular English Speaker. In C. R. Cooper & L. Odell (Eds.), Evaluating

writing: The Role of Teachers' Knowledge About Text, Learning, and Culture, pp. 225-248.

Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English Press.

Baugh, J. (1983). Black Street Speech: Its History, Structure and Survival Austin: University of Texas

Press.

Blumenthal, A. & Hildenbrand, J. (1993). Tone and Role: From "Participant" Stance to the "Spectator"

Stance in the Writing of African American College Composition Students. Paper presented at the

Annual Meeting of the Modern Language Association, December 1993. ERIC ED374418.

Bond, L. (1997). Disparate Impact and Teacher Certification. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in

Education, 12:2, 211-220.

Bond, L. (1998). Culturally Responsive Pedagogy and the Assessment of Accomplished Teaching.

Journal of Negro Education, 67, 3, 242-255.

Bond, L.; Smith, T.; Baker, W. K; & Hattie, J. (2000). The Certification System of the National Board for

Professional Teaching Standards: A Construct and Consequential Validity Study. Center for

Educational Research and Evaluation, University of North Carolina at Greensboro.

Unpublished work CO 2002 by Educational Testing Service

36



Writing Differences Page 35

Botan, C., &Smitherman, G. (1991). Black English in the Integrated Workplace. Journal of Black Studies,

22,2, pp.168-186.

Burling, R. (1973). English in Black and White. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Cassidy, F. G. & Hall, J. H. (1996). Dictionary of American Regional English. Cambridge: Belknap Press

of Harvard University Press.

Chaplin, M. (1987). An Analysis of Writing Features Found in the Written Commentaries of Students in

the National Assessment of Educational Progress and the New Jersey High School Proficiency

Test. Unpublished manuscript, Rutgers University, Department of English, Camden.

Feagin, C. (1997). The African Contribution to Southern States English. In C. Bernstein, T. Nunnally, and

R. Sabino (Eds.), Language variety in the South revisited, Tuscaloosa: The University of

Alabama Press. Pp. 123-139.

Fogel, H., & Ehri, L. C. (2000). Teaching Elementary Students Who Speak Black English Vernacular to

Write in Standard English: Effects of Dialect Transformation Practice. Contemporary

Educational Psychology, 23, 232-235

Hatch, E. & Lazaraton, A. (1991). The Research Manual: Design and Statistics for Applied Linguistics.

Boston: Heinle & Heinle.

Heath, S. B. (1983/1994). Ways with Words: Language, Life, and Work in Communities and Classrooms.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hilliard, A. G., III. (1980). Language, Culture, and Assessment. Paper presented at the National Institute

of Education Conference. Ann Arbor, MI. ERIC ED191973.

Irvine, J. J. and Fraser, J. W. (1998). Warm Demanders. Education Week, May 13.

Kochman, T. (1981). Black and White Styles in Conflict. Chicago : University of Chicago Press.

Ladson-Billings, G. (1998). Teaching in Dangerous Times: Culturally Relevant Approaches to Teacher

Assessment. Journal of Negro Education, 67, 3, 255-267

Lam, T. C. M. (1995). Fairness in Performance Assessment. ERIC Digest. ED391982.

Unpublished work CO 2002 by Educational Testing Service

37
BEST COPYAVAILABLE



Writing Differences Page 36

Linguistic Society of America. (1997, January). LSA resolution on the Oakland "Ebonics" issue.

http://www.lsadc.org/web2/resolutionsfr.htm. Chicago: Author.

McMillan, J. B. and Montgomery, M. B. (1989). Annotated Bibliography of Southern American English

Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.

National Center for Educational Statistics. (1999). The Condition of Education. Washington, D.C.: U. S.

Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement.

Onafowora, L. (1998). Measurement Consequences Reconsidered: African American Performance and

Communication Styles in the Assessment for National Teacher Certification. PhD Dissertation.

Santos, T. (1988, March). Professors' Reactions to the Academic Writing of Nonnative-Speaking

Students. TESOL Quarterly, v. 22, n. 1, Pp. 69-90.

Smitherman, G. N. (1973). White English in Blackface or, Who do I be? The Black Scholar, May-June,

pp. 32-39

Smitherman, G. N. (1977). "How I got Ovuh": African World View and Afro-American Oral Tradition.

In Talkin that Talk: Language Culture and Education in African America. NY: Routledge.

Smitherman, G. N. (1992). Black English, Diverging or Converging? The View From the National

Assessment of Education Progress. Language Problems and Language Planning, 6,1.

Smitherman, G. N. (1994). The Blacker the Berry the Sweeter the Juice: African American Student

Writers. In A. H. Dyson & C. Genishi (Eds.), The Need for Story: Cultural Diversity in

Classroom and Community (pp. 80-101). Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English.

Smitherman, G. N. (1997a). Black Language and the Education of Black Children: One Mo Once. Black

Scholar, Spring 97, 27, 1, pp. 28-36.

Smitherman, G. N. (1997b). The Chain Remain the Same. Journal of Black Studies, 28,1.

Smitherman, G. N. (2000). Introduction to Ebonics. In Talkin that Talk: Language Culture and Education

in African America. NY: Routledge.

Steele, C. (1997). A Threat in the Air: How Stereotypes Shape Intellectual Identity and Performance.

American Psychologist, 52, 6, 613-629.

Unpublished work © 2002 by Educational Testing Service

38



Writing Differences Page 37

Wolfman, W.A., & Whiteman, M. F. (1971). The Role of Dialect Interference in Composition. Florida

FL Reporter 9 (1/2): 34-38, 59.

Unpublished work © 2002 by Educational Testing Service

39



A
pp

en
di

x 
A

: S
ub

se
t o

f 
C

od
in

g 
Fr

am
e

Pa
ge

 3
8

N
ou

ns
IA

no
un

, r
eg

ul
ar

 p
lu

ra
l

-s
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

dr
op

pe
d

IN
sj

1B
no

un
, r

eg
ul

ar
 p

lu
ra

l
-s

 is
 u

se
d

IN
 +

 s
l

1C
no

un
, r

eg
ul

ar
 p

lu
ra

l,
un

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
ap

os
tr

op
he

 is
 a

dd
ed

IN
 +

 's
]

2A
no

un
, s

in
gu

la
r 

or
 p

lu
ra

l,
po

ss
es

si
ve

 ,
bo

th
 s

 a
nd

 a
po

st
ro

ph
e 

ha
ve

be
en

 d
ro

pp
ed

[N
's

] 
[N

 s
'[

2B
no

un
, s

in
gu

la
r 

or
 p

lu
ra

l,
po

ss
es

si
ve

 ,
-s

 is
 u

se
d 

bu
t a

po
st

ro
ph

e 
ha

s
be

en
 d

ro
pp

ed
IN

 +
 _

sj
 [

N
 +

 s
_]

2C
no

un
, s

in
gu

la
r 

or
 p

lu
ra

l,
po

ss
es

si
ve

,
-s

 is
 u

se
d 

bu
t a

po
st

ro
ph

e 
ha

s
be

en
 p

la
ce

d 
in

co
rr

ec
tly

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 E
A

E
 r

ul
es

IN
 +

 s
l I

N
 +

 s
_I

2D
no

un
, s

in
gu

la
r 

or
 p

lu
ra

l,
po

ss
es

si
ve

-'s
 o

r 
s'

 is
 u

se
d 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

E
A

E
 r

ul
es

[N
 +

 's
] 

IN
 +

 s
'l

3
N

ou
n/

pr
on

ou
n 

di
sc

or
d

[t
he

 p
ro

no
un

 d
oe

s 
no

t a
gr

ee
 in

nu
m

be
r 

w
ith

 it
s 

co
rr

es
po

nd
in

g
no

un
]

4
Pr

on
om

in
al

 a
pp

os
iti

on
(a

 n
ou

n 
or

 n
ou

n 
ph

ra
se

 p
la

ce
d

w
ith

 a
 p

ro
no

un
 a

s 
an

 e
xp

la
na

to
ry

eq
ui

va
le

nt
, b

ot
h 

fu
nc

tio
ni

ng
 in

th
e 

sa
m

e 
ro

le
)

5
H

om
op

ho
ni

c 
fo

rm
 s

ub
st

itu
tio

n
(w

or
ds

 th
at

 s
ou

nd
 th

e 
sa

m
e

bu
t a

re
 s

pe
lle

d 
di

ff
er

en
tly

)

V
er

bs
6A

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, s
im

pl
e 

pa
st

te
ns

e,
-e

d 
en

di
ng

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
dr

op
pe

d
[V

ed
]

6B
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, s

im
pl

e 
pa

st
te

ns
e,

 -
ed

 e
nd

in
g 

us
ed

[V
 +

 e
d]

6C
ir

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, s
im

pl
e 

pa
st

 te
ns

e,
E

A
E

 f
or

m
 is

 n
ot

 u
se

d
IV

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r 

fo
rm

]
6D

ir
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, s

im
pl

e 
pa

st
 te

ns
e,

E
A

E
 f

or
m

 is
 u

se
d

[V
 +

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r 

fo
rm

]
7A

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, p
re

se
nt

/p
as

t/f
ut

ur
e

pe
rf

ec
t t

en
se

 -
ed

 e
nd

in
g

dr
op

pe
d

[h
av

e 
+

 V
ed

],
 [

ha
d 

+
 V

 e
d]

[w
ill

 h
av

e 
+

 V
 e

d]
7B

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, p
re

se
nt

/p
as

t/f
ut

ur
e

pe
rf

ec
t t

en
se

 -
ed

 e
nd

in
g 

us
ed

[h
av

e 
+

 V
 +

 e
d]

 (
ha

d 
+

 V
 +

 e
d]

[w
ill

 h
av

e 
+

 V
 +

 e
d]

7C
ir

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

,
pr

es
en

t/p
as

t/f
ut

ur
e 

pe
rf

ec
t t

en
se

E
A

E
 f

or
m

 is
 n

ot
 u

se
d

[h
av

e 
+

 V
 E

A
E

 ir
re

gu
la

r
fo

rm
]

[h
ad

 +
 V

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r

fo
rm

]
[w

ill
 h

av
e 

+
 V

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r

fo
rm

]
7D

ir
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
,

pr
es

en
t/p

as
t/f

ut
ur

e 
pe

rf
ec

t t
en

se
E

A
E

 f
or

m
 is

 u
se

d
[(

ha
ve

 +
 V

 +
 E

A
E

 ir
re

gu
la

r
fo

rm
]

[h
ad

 +
 V

 +
 E

A
E

 ir
re

gu
la

r
fo

rm
]

[w
ill

 h
av

e 
+

 V
 +

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r

fo
rm

]

U
np

ub
lis

he
d 

w
or

k 
C

O
 2

00
2 

by
 E

du
ca

tio
na

l T
es

tin
g 

Se
rv

ic
e

40

8A
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
al

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e
(v

er
b 

in
 p

ar
tic

ip
le

 f
or

m
 u

se
d 

as
an

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e)
-e

d 
en

di
ng

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
dr

op
pe

d
[V

ed
]

8B
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
al

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e
(v

er
b 

in
 p

ar
tic

ip
le

 f
or

m
 u

se
d 

as
an

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e)
-e

d 
en

di
ng

 u
se

d 
[V

 +
 e

d]
8C

ir
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
al

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e
(v

er
b 

in
 p

ar
tic

ip
le

 f
or

m
 u

se
d 

as
an

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e)
E

A
E

 f
or

m
 is

 n
ot

 u
se

d
[V

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r 

fo
rm

]
8D

ir
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
al

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e
(v

er
b 

in
 p

ar
tic

ip
le

 f
or

m
 u

se
d 

as
an

 a
dj

ec
tiv

e)
E

A
E

 f
or

m
 is

 u
se

d
[V

 +
 E

A
E

 ir
re

gu
la

r 
fo

rm
]

9A
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, p

as
si

ve
 v

oi
ce

-e
d 

en
di

ng
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

dr
op

pe
d

[b
e 

+
 V

 e
d]

[N
ot

e:
 u

se
 f

ea
tu

re
 1

2 
to

 c
od

e 
th

e
co

pu
la

 "
be

 "
]

9B
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, p

as
si

ve
 v

oi
ce

-e
d 

en
di

ng
 is

 u
se

d
[b

e 
+

 V
 +

 e
d]

[N
ot

e:
 u

se
 f

ea
tu

re
 1

2 
to

 c
od

e 
th

e
co

pu
la

 "
be

 "
]

9C
ir

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, p
as

si
ve

 v
oi

ce
E

A
E

 f
or

m
 is

 n
ot

 u
se

d
[b

e 
+

 V
 E

A
E

 ir
re

gu
la

r 
fo

rm
]

[N
ot

e:
 u

se
 f

ea
tu

re
 1

2 
to

 c
od

e 
th

e
co

pu
la

 "
be

 "
]

9D
ir

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, p
as

si
ve

 v
oi

ce
E

A
E

 f
or

m
 is

 u
se

d
[b

e 
+

 V
 +

 E
A

E
 ir

re
gu

la
r 

fo
rm

]
[N

ot
e:

 u
se

 f
ea

tu
re

 1
2 

to
 c

od
e 

th
e

co
pu

la
 "

be
 "

]
10

A
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, p

re
se

nt
 te

ns
e,

3r
d

pe
rs

on
 s

in
gu

la
r

-s
 e

nd
in

g 
is

 n
ot

 u
se

d
[V

sj

10
B

re
gu

la
r 

ve
rb

, p
re

se
nt

 te
ns

e,
3"

1 
pe

rs
on

 s
in

gu
la

r
-s

 e
nd

in
g 

is
 u

se
d

[V
 +

 s
]

10
C

ir
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, p

re
se

nt
 te

ns
e,

3r
d 

pe
rs

on
 s

in
gu

la
r

-s
 e

nd
in

g 
is

 n
ot

 u
se

d
[V

s]
10 D

ir
re

gu
la

r 
ve

rb
, p

re
se

nt
 te

ns
e,

3r
d 

pe
rs

on
 s

in
gu

la
r

-s
 e

nd
in

g 
is

 u
se

d
[V

 +
 s

J
11 A

ze
ro

 c
op

ul
a

["
be

" 
is

 d
ro

pp
ed

 a
lto

ge
th

er
]

11
B

as
pe

ct
ua

l o
r 

in
va

ri
an

t b
e

11
C

co
nj

ug
at

ed
 b

e
[u

se
 o

f 
"b

e"
 in

 a
ny

 n
on

-E
A

E
fo

rm
]

11 D
co

nj
ug

at
ed

 b
e

[u
se

 o
f 

"b
e"

 in
 a

ny
 E

A
E

 f
or

m
]

12
Su

bj
ec

t-
V

er
b 

in
ve

rs
io

n 
in

in
di

re
ct

 q
ue

st
io

ns
 a

nd
 s

ta
te

m
en

ts
13

U
se

 o
f 

do
ub

le
 n

eg
at

iv
es

14
O

th
er

 n
on

-E
A

E
 v

er
b 

fo
rm

s,
ex

cl
ud

in
g 

S-
V

 c
on

co
rd

41



A
pp

en
di

x 
A

: S
ub

se
t o

f 
C

od
in

g 
Fr

am
e

Pa
ge

 3
9

Se
nt

en
ce

 le
ve

l f
ea

tu
re

s
15 A

Su
bj

ec
t/v

er
b 

di
sc

or
d

fo
r 

co
pu

la
 v

er
b 

fo
rm

s
[s

ub
je

ct
-v

er
b 

di
sa

gr
ee

m
en

t f
or

"t
o 

be
" 

ve
rb

s]
15

B
Su

bj
ec

t/v
er

b 
di

sc
or

d
fo

r 
no

n-
co

pu
la

 v
er

b 
fo

rm
s

[s
ub

je
ct

-v
er

b 
di

sa
gr

ee
m

en
t f

or
ot

he
r 

ve
rb

s]
16 A

D
el

et
io

n 
of

 f
in

al
 le

tte
r 

or
 le

tte
rs

e.
g.

, a
n(

d)
, a

(n
),

 th
e(

y)
, t

he
(m

),
gl

ad
(l

y)
16

B
O

th
er

 s
pe

lli
ng

 e
rr

or
s

16
C

M
is

si
ng

 o
r 

in
co

rr
ec

t
pr

ep
os

iti
on

16 D
O

th
er

 m
is

si
ng

 w
or

ds

16
E

In
co

rr
ec

t u
se

 o
f 

co
nn

ec
tin

g
w

or
ds

(y
et

, b
ut

, a
nd

, s
o,

 th
er

ef
or

e,
be

ca
us

e,
 s

in
ce

, w
hi

le
, e

tc
.)

R
he

to
ri

ca
l f

ea
tu

re
s

24
A

O
ve

ra
pp

lic
at

io
n 

of
 E

di
te

d
A

m
er

ic
an

 E
ng

lis
h 

(E
A

E
) 

ru
le

s,
re

su
lti

ng
 in

 e
rr

or
s

e.
g.

, D
ou

bl
e-

m
ar

ki
ng

 o
f 

a 
ve

rb
as

 p
as

t t
en

se
 (

w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

+
 -

ed
);

U
se

 o
f 

po
ss

es
si

ve
 in

st
ea

d 
of

ob
je

ct
iv

e 
ca

se
 a

ft
er

 a
 p

re
po

si
tio

n
24

B
U

se
 o

f 
hi

gh
ly

 p
re

sc
ri

pt
iv

e
E

A
E

, r
es

ul
tin

g 
in

 r
he

to
ri

ca
l d

is
 -

fl
ue

nc
y 

(d
oe

s 
no

t r
es

ul
t i

n
er

ro
rs

)
e.

g.
, O

ve
ru

se
 o

f 
th

e 
de

fi
ni

te
ar

tic
le

 "
th

e"
;

H
ig

hl
y 

re
st

ri
ct

iv
e 

ad
ve

rb
-

pl
ac

em
en

t r
ul

es
;

A
vo

id
an

ce
 o

f 
sp

lit
tin

g 
an

in
fi

ni
tiv

e
26

U
se

 o
f 

or
al

 la
ng

ua
ge

 in
 w

ri
tte

n
fo

rm
, r

es
ul

tin
g 

in
 d

is
 -

fl
ue

nc
y 

or
er

ro
rs

(t
ex

t s
ou

nd
s 

fl
ue

nt
 w

he
n 

re
ad

al
ou

d,
 b

ut
 is

 in
co

rr
ec

t a
cc

or
di

ng
to

 r
ul

es
 f

or
 w

ri
tte

n 
ac

ad
em

ic
E

ng
lis

h)

U
np

ub
lis

he
d 

w
or

k 
©

 2
00

2 
by

 E
du

ca
tio

na
l T

es
tin

g 
Se

rv
ic

e

42

43



A
pp

en
di

x 
B

: S
um

m
ar

y 
of

 R
es

ul
ts

Pa
ge

 4
0

C
od

e

Pr
es

en
ce

In
st

an
ce

s

A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
E

ur
op

ea
n 

A
m

er
ic

an
 -

 S
W

E
E

ur
op

ea
n 

A
m

er
ic

an
A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

E
ur

op
ea

n 
A

m
er

ic
an

-S
W

E
E

ur
op

ea
n 

A
m

er
ic

an

<
2.

75
2.

75
<

2.
75

2.
75

<
2.

75
2.

75
<

2.
75

2.
75

<
2.

75
2.

75
<

2.
75

2.
75

N
i

%
N

I
%

N
1

%
N

I
%

N
I

%
N

1
%

N
2

N
2

N
2

N
2

N
2

N
2

D
ro

pp
ed

 s
 f

or
 p

lu
ra

ls
6

60
%

5
63

%
2

10
0%

2
10

0%
4

57
%

0
0%

14
24

15
9

9
0

U
nn

ec
es

sa
ry

 a
po

st
ro

ph
e

3
30

%
2

25
%

0
0%

2
10

0%
1

14
%

0
0%

3
8

0
3

1
0

N
o 

ap
os

tr
op

he
, n

o 
s 

fo
r 

po
ss

es
si

ve
1

10
%

1
13

%
0

0%
1

50
%

0
0%

0
0%

1
1

0
1

0
0

N
o 

ap
os

tr
op

he
 f

or
 p

os
se

ss
iv

e
6

60
%

3
38

%
2

10
0%

1
50

%
2

29
%

0
0%

10
5

10
10

2
0

In
co

rr
ec

t a
po

st
ro

ph
e

3
30

%
7

88
%

2
10

0%
0

0%
2

29
%

1
33

%
7

17
2

0
8

1

Si
m

pl
e 

pa
st

 r
eg

ul
ar

, d
ro

pp
ed

 e
d

3
30

%
1

13
%

2
10

0%
2

10
0%

0
0%

0
0%

4
2

2
4

0
0

Si
m

pl
e 

pa
st

 ir
re

gu
la

r,
 n

on
 E

A
E

 f
or

m
2

20
%

0
0%

1
50

%
1

50
%

3
43

%
0

0%
2

0
2

4
4

0

Pe
rf

ec
ts

, r
eg

ul
ar

, d
ro

pp
ed

 e
d

0
0%

0
0%

1
50

%
1

50
%

0
0%

0
0%

0
0

1
1

0
0

Pe
rf

ec
ts

, i
rr

eg
ul

ar
, n

on
 E

A
E

 f
or

m
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
1

33
%

0
0

0
0

0
1

V
er

ba
l a

dj
ec

tiv
e,

 r
eg

ul
ar

, d
ro

pp
ed

 e
d

3
30

%
1

13
%

0
0%

2
10

0%
0

0%
0

0%
3

1
0

2
0

0

V
er

ba
l a

dj
ec

tiv
e,

 ir
re

gu
la

r,
 n

on
 E

A
E

 f
or

m
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0
0

0
0

0

Pa
ss

iv
e,

 r
eg

ul
ar

, d
ro

pp
ed

 e
d

2
20

%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
2

0
0

0
0

0

Pa
ss

iv
e,

 ir
re

gu
la

r,
 n

on
 E

A
E

 f
or

m
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
1

14
%

0
0%

0
0

0
0

1
0

3r
d 

p.
 p

re
se

nt
 s

in
g.

, r
eg

ul
ar

, d
ro

pp
ed

 -
s

7
70

%
3

38
%

2
10

0%
2

10
0%

0
0%

0
0%

10
9

4
2

0
0

3r
d 

p.
 p

re
se

nt
 s

in
g.

, i
rr

eg
ul

ar
, n

on
 E

A
E

1
10

%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
1

0
0

0
0

0

Su
bj

ec
t-

ve
rb

 d
is

co
rd

, c
op

ul
a

3
30

%
3

38
%

0
0%

1
50

%
1

14
%

1
33

%
6

7
0

1
1

2

Su
bj

ec
t-

ve
rb

 d
is

co
rd

, n
on

-c
op

ul
a

7
70

%
4

50
%

0
0%

1
50

%
0

0%
0

0%
12

4
0

1
0

0

O
th

er
 n

on
-E

A
E

 v
er

b 
fo

rm
s

2
20

%
2

25
%

1
50

%
1

50
%

 f
2

29
%

 {
1

33
%

 f
2

5
5

4
[

2
1

D
ro

pp
ed

 f
in

al
 le

tte
rs

6
60

%
4

50
%

1
50

%
0

0%
0

0%
0

0%
7

6
2

0
0

0

O
th

er
 s

pe
lli

ng
 e

rr
or

s
8

80
%

4
50

%
2

10
0%

2
10

0%
4

57
%

2
67

%
19

16
21

15
10

2

M
is

si
ng

 o
r 

in
co

rr
ec

t p
re

po
si

tio
n

6
60

%
6

75
%

2
10

0%
2

10
0%

3
43

%
1

33
%

11
13

3
7

6
1

O
th

er
 m

is
si

ng
 w

or
ds

7
70

%
4

50
%

2
10

0%
2

10
0%

5
71

%
2

67
%

11
16

5
4

11
2

In
co

rr
ec

t u
se

 o
f 

co
nn

ec
tin

g 
w

or
ds

5
50

%
1

13
%

0
0%

0
0%

1
14

%
0

0%
8

2
0

0
1

0

H
yp

er
co

rr
ec

tio
n 

(w
ith

 e
rr

or
s)

1
10

%
7

88
%

0
0%

0
0%

1
14

%
1

33
%

2
12

0
0

1
1

H
yp

er
co

rr
ec

tio
n 

(w
ith

ou
t e

rr
or

s)
5

50
%

6
75

%
1

50
%

1
50

%
1

14
%

1
33

%
11

18
1

1
1

1

O
ra

l l
an

gu
ag

e
10

10
0%

6
75

%
1

50
%

2
10

0%
6

86
%

3
10

0%
48

83
5

15
28

6

N
1=

 n
um

be
r 

of
 c

an
di

da
te

s 
w

ho
 e

xh
ib

ite
d 

th
e 

la
ng

ua
ge

 f
ea

tu
re

 o
ne

 o
r 

m
or

e 
tim

es
N

2=
nu

m
be

r 
of

 in
st

an
ce

s 
th

at
 a

 la
ng

ua
ge

 f
ea

tu
re

 w
as

 u
se

d 
by

al
l t

he
 c

an
di

da
te

s 
in

 a
 r

ac
ia

l g
ro

up
in

g.
%

=
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f 

ca
nd

id
at

es
 o

ut
 o

f 
al

l c
an

di
da

te
s 

in
 a

 r
ac

ia
l g

ro
up

in
g.

U
np

ub
lis

he
d 

w
or

k 
©

 2
00

2 
by

 E
du

ca
tio

na
l T

es
tin

g 
Se

rv
ic

e

44
45



U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE
(Specific Document)

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

ERIC
TM034250

Title: Writing Differences in Teacher Performance Assessments: Effects of
African American Language Use

Author(s): Michelle Y. Szpara; E. Caroline Wylie

Corporate Source: Educational Testing Service Publication Date:

Presented at AERA 2002

II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:
In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the

monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRANTED BY

R

\e

San

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other

ERIC archival media (e.g., electronic) and paper
copy.

Sign
here,-)
please

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2A documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,

HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2A

\e
09

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2A

Check here for Level 2A release, permitting
reproduction and disserninafion in microfiche and in

electronic media for ERIC archival collection
subscribers only

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2B docuinents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2B

\e

Se
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2B

Check here for Level 28 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination In microfiche only

Documents will be processed as Indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce Is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

Signature:

OrgartizationrAddress:
Educational Testing Service

\ 6 \ Y-N\ r-

Printed Name/Positionfritle:
Michelle
Reocar

T
6-ao

Y. Szpara, Ph.
Scicntiat

E-Moil Address:
s"-L.R
re"Ci.S O t6Lt

Date:

(over)



III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher /Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

ERIC CLEARINGHOUSE ON ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND

1129 SHRIVER LAB
COLLEGE PARK, MD 20742-5701

ATTN: ACQUISITIONS

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

EFF-088 (Rev. 2/2000)

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
4483-A Forbes Boulevard
Lanham, Maryland 20706

Telephone: 301-552-4200
Toll Free: 800-799-3742

FAX: 301-552-4700
e-mail: ericfac@ineted.gov

WWW: http://ericfac.plccard.csc.com


